
its TSLRIC or LRIC ofproviding such elements.

F. ll...ECs shall put into place a service ordering, repair, maintenance, and implementation
scheduling system for use by TSPs, which is equivalent to that used by the ILECs and their
affiliates for their own retail exchange services. Data pertaining to service and facility
availability shall be made available to TSPs in the same manner used by the ILECs and their
affiliates.

G. ILECs shall include on a non-discriminatory basis the telephone numbers ofCLEC
customers in the ILECs' (including ILEC affiliates') "White Pages" residential and business
listings, "Yellow Pages" listings, "Blue Pages" government listings, and directory assistance
databases associated wi1h the areas covered by such publications in which the CLECs provide
local telecommunications services either through resale or its own facilities. CLEC customers
requesting to be omitted from such directories shall be omitted.

H. CLECs shall provide to the ILEC (including ILEC affiliate) publishing "White Pages",
"Yellow Pages", and "Blue Pages" directories the names, addresses and telephone numbers of
all CLEC customers that do not wish to be omitted from such directories. The entries of CLEC
customers in ILEC directories shall be interspersed alphabetically among the entries of the
ILEC customers and shall be no different in style, size or format than the entries ofthe ILEC
customers.

I. ILECs shall, upon request of a CLEC, provide White, Yellow and Blue Pages directories to
CLECs' customers.

1. TSPs shall allow nondiscriminatory access to their poles by other TSPs for pole attachments
pursuant to Commission General Order dated December 17, 1984.

K. TSPs shall allow nondiscriminatory access to their conduits and rights-of-way by other
TSPs for the provisioning oflocal telecommunications services."

"SECTION 202. Service Areas

"A. TSPs are permitted to provide telecommunications services in all historically designated
ILEC service areas as described in existing Commission orders as ofthe effective date ofthese
Regulations, or in maps, tariffs and rate schedules reviewed and approved by the Commission
prior to the effective date of these Regulations, with the exception ofservice areas served by
ILECs with 100,000 access lines or less statewide (the "Small ILECs"). The Small ILEC
service area exemption does not apply to the provisioning ofCMRS and PMRS.
Additionally, the Small ILEC service area exemption does not apply to the provisioning ofany
telecommunications services authorized by the Commission in Subdocket "F" ofI>ocket No.
U-17949.

B. A Small ILEC may, once these Regulations are effective and subject to the provisions of
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Section 301 below, provide telecommunications services in the historically designated service
area(s) served by a non-exempted ILEC in which case the Small ILEC's historically designated
service area(s) will become open to competition by all TSPs.

C. A Small ILEC shall be exempted from the provisions and mandates ofthe following
Sections ofthese Regulations unless it provisions telecommunications services outside its
historically designated service area(s), in which case the following provisions shall apply to that
Small ILEC: 1) Section 801. Number Portability; 2) Section 901. Interconnection; 3) Section
1001. Unbundling; and 4) Section 1101. Resale.

D. A Small ILEC may, as provided in Section 701 below, petition the Commission to be
regulated pursuant to a price cap plan in which case its historically designated service area(s)
will become open to competition by all TSPs.

E. For Commission regulatory purposes, a Small ILEC choosing to provision
telecommunications services outside its historically designated service area(s) shall segregate
the assets, liabilities, revenues and expenses relating to services provisioned in its historically
designated service area(s) from those relating to services offered or provided outside its
historically designated service area(s). The Small n..,EC's revenues not derived, and expenses
not incurred from the Small ILEC's historically designated service area(s) shall not be
considered by the Commission for purposes ofapplying Order No. U-21I8I, including
LECAF funding. The Small ILEC's traditional ILEC operations shall not cross-subsidize its
competitive ventures.

F. Ifa Small ILEC forms a subsidiary and/or other affiliate entity to provision
telecommunications services outside its historically designated service area(s), the Small
ILEC's historically designated service area(s) will not become open to competition by all TSPs.
For Commission regulatory purposes, including the application ofOrder No. U-2II8I and
LECAF funding, the Small ILEC shall maintain separate books and accounts which segregate
the assets, liabilities, revenues and expenses ofthe Small ILEC from those of the subsidiary
and/or other affiliate entity. The Small ILEC's traditional ILEC operations shall not cross­
subsidize the operations ofany subsidiary and/or other affiliate entity providing
telecommunications services outside the Small ILEC's historically designated service area(s).
The Small ILEC shall apply all Commission imputation rules when dealing with its subsidiary
and/or other affiliate.

G. The Small ILEC exemption will be evaluated by the Commission three years from the
effective date of these Regulations to determine whether the exemption will be terminated,
continued and/or modified.

H. An exclusive franchise, license or certificate shall not be issued to any TSP to provide
telecommunications services for a particular service or geographic area by the Commission."
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The LPSC agrees that service provider local number portability is essential to the development of

effective competition in the local telecommunications markets. Thus, the LPSC has mandated that all

TSPs providing local telecommunications services shall provide number portability that ensures that an

end-user customer oflocal telecommunications services, while at the same location, shall be able to

retain an existing telephone number without impairing the quality, reliability, or convenience ofservice

when changing from one provider of local telecommunications services to another.

However, due to the lack ofa permanent solution to accomplish this type ofnumber portability

between carriers, as an interim measure, remote call forwarding and direct inward dialing have been

mandated to be made available at reasonable cost-based charges to CLECs from the ILECs. CLECs

are required to reciprocate by offering number portability to an ILEC under the same arrangements.

Due to trials being run by industry in other states ofpermanent number portability solutions,

the LPSC has established the policy that at the earliest possible date all TSPs shall cooperate and use

their best efforts to design, develop and deploy number portability databases, associated connections

and/or other arrangements to achieve a permanent number portability solution. The costs associated

with development and deployment ofa permanent number portability solution, such as a database, or

other arrangement, should be recovered from all TSPs using or benefitting from such a solution.

The FCC seeks comment on numerous issues regarding the reciprocal compensation for

transport and termination oftraffic between carriers. The LPSC offers the Regulations it has

established with regard to these issues as models for the FCC to rely when developing its policy under

the 1996 Act.

The LPSC requires that the physical interconnect charges between and among TSPs shall be

tariffed and based on cost information. The cost information derived from both TSLRIC and LRIC

studies shall be provided to the Commission. This information will be used by the Commission to
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determine a reasonable tariffed rate. There is no mandate that interconnection services be provided by

the ILEC to TSPs at its TSLRIC or LRIC ofproviding such services.

According to the LPSC's Regulations, ILECs must conduct within ninety (90) days from the

effective date ofthe Regulations the TSLRIC and LRIC studies on all basic network service

components and file such studies with the Commission. Basic network components shall include,

without limitation, network access, switching and switch functions, transport (dedicated and switched)

and ancillary services. 7 Interconnection tariffs shall be filed in accordance with the LPSC's tariffrules.

The LPSC has mandated that the exchange of local traffic between competing carriers be

reciprocal, and that compensation arrangements for such exchange be mutual. That is, TSPs shall pay

the same rate to each other for the termination ofcalls on the other's network. This rate will equal the

intrastate switched access service rate - less the residual interconnection charge and the carrier

common line charge - on a per minute basis.

Moreover, under the LPSC's Regulations, no ILEC or CLEC will pay any other ILEC or

CLEC for more than 110% ofthe minutes ofuse ofthe provider with the lower minutes of use in the

same month. For example, ifTSP number one has 10,000 minutes of local traffic terminated on TSP

number two's network, and TSP number two has 15,000 minutes oflocal traffic terminated on TSP

number one's network, TSP number two will compensate TSP number one on the basis of 11,000

minutes (to,ooo minutes x 11(010). Such an arrangement avoids significant payment differences due to

a traffic imbalance.

Additionally, ILECs and CLECs are required to file reports with the LPSC on April 1st ofeach

year which show by month the volume oflocal terminating traffic delivered to ILECs or CLECs during

7Re A Methodology to Detennine Long Run Incremental Cost, 156 PUR 4th 1, Michigan
Public Service Commission, Case No. U-I0620, September 8, 1994.
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the previous year.

As a final comment, the LPSC states that section 252[d][2][B][I] authorizes states to impose

bill and keep arrangements between carriers for call termination. There should be no limitations

placed on the state's authority to adopt bill and keep arrangements.

IV. DUTIES IMPOSED ON "TlIIifVMMITNICATIONS CARRJUS"
BY SECTION 2~1[aJ

The FCC seeks comment on which carriers are included within the definition ofa

telecommunications carrier pursuant to Section 3 [44] of the 1996 Act. 8 The LPSC has defined

a "telecommunication service provider" as:

a generic tenn used to refer to any person or entity offering and/or providing
telecommunication services for compensation or monetary gain.9

Additionally, the LPSC has defined a "telecommunication service" as:

the offering and/or providing oftelecommunications for compensation or monetary gain to
the public, or to such classes ofusers as to be effectively available to the public regardless
ofthe facilities used to transmit the telecommunication services. 1O

Furthennore the LPSC has defined "telecommunications" as:

the bi-directional transmission of information ofthe users choosing between or among
points specified by the user, including voice, data, image, graphics and video, without
change in the fonn or content ofthe information as sent and received, by means ofan
electromagnetic and/or fiber optic transmission medium, including all instrumentalities,
facilities, apparatus and services (including the collection, storage, forwarding, switching

81996 Act, Sec. 3, 3 [44].

~egulations at sec. 101[42].

l<Regulations at sec. 101[41].
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and delivery of such information) essential to such transmission. 11

Considering the LPSC's definitions stated, the LPSC's definition ofa who should be considered a

telecommunications provider is consistent with the FCC's proposed definition ofa

telecommunications carrier to be a carrier that is engaged in providing for a fee local,

interexchange, or international basic services directly to the public or to such classes ofusers as to

be effectively available directly to the public. 12

With regards to Section 251[a][1] ofthe 1996 Act, a duty is imposed on

telecommunications carriers to "interconnect directly or indirectly with the facilities and

equipment ofother telecommunications carriers". 13 Comment is sought on the meaning of

"directly or indirectly" as used in Section 251[a][1V4 Furthermore the FCC has sought

comments on whether its interpretation of Section 251 [a] is correct. The FCC interprets this

section to allow non-incumbent LEC's receiving an interconnection request from another carrier

to the discretion to determine whether the requesting carrier can interconnect directly or indirectly

to the non-incumbent LEC's network. In response to both ofthese issues the LPSC has pursuant

to Section 301[k] ofits Regulations required non-incumbent facility based LEC's to provide

interconnection:

as close as technically possible to the end user or at other locations more efficient,
technically or economically feasible to the party requesting interconnection. A cable

llRegulations, Section 101 (39.)

lWRM at 1[246.

131996 Act, FCC. 101, §251(a)(1).

14Notice for Proposed Rule Making paragraph 248.
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television system providing telecommunications services as a CLEC [non-incumbent LEC]
shall make interconnection available at its head end or at other locations more efficient,
technically or economically feasible to the party requesting interconnection. 15

Additionally, all TSPs shall:

be able to interconnect with all unbundled basic network components at any technically
feasible point within an aEC's [incumbent local exchange carrier's] network. 16

The LPSC's Regulations seem to provide a non-incumbent LEC some discretion to determine the

"technically feasible" point for interconnection ofa carrier requesting interconnection as long as

that point is "more efficient, technically or economically feasible to the party requesting

interconnection."17 With regard to an incumbent LEC's network, the Regulations are not as

clear as to which party, the incumbent LEC or the TSP, determines the ''technically feasible" point

for interconnect purposes. It is anticipated that the "technically feasible" point for interconnect

will be determine between the parties during the negotiation process or by the LPSC if the

negotiation process fails.

v. EXEMPTIONS, SUSPENSIONS, AND MODD'ICATIONS

The FCC has sought comment on whether it should establish standards that would assist

states in satisfying their obligations under Section 251 [t][I][A] and 251 [t][1][B] ofthe act.

Furthermore the Commission has sought comment on whether it should establish a standard

definition regarding what constitutes a bona fide request. The LPSC pursuant to its Regulations

for competition has established a definition for "bona fide request". The regulations define bona

15Regulations at Section 301(k)(2).

l~egulations at sec. 1001(0).

17Regulations at sec. 301(k)(2).
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fide:

as a request to a telecommunications service provider that demonstrates a good faith
showing by the requesting party that intends to purchase the services requested within
ninety (90) days ofthe date ofthe request. IS

Currently under Section 202 ofthe Regulations Small ILEC's [those with 100,000 access lines or

less statewide] are exempted from the provisions and mandates of the Regulations requiring

number portability, interconnection, unbundling and resale for a period ofthree (3) years. 19 A

Small ILEC though can lose this exemption ifit elects to compete with another local exchange

carrier outside ofthe Small TI...EC's historically designated service area.20 This exemption does

not apply to 1+/0+ intraLATA toll dialing parity. Pursuant to LPSC General Order dated April

25, 1996, the LPSC provides a method by which a Small TI...EC can petition the LPSC for a

suspension or modification of its requirements to provide 1+/0+ intraLATA presubscription.21

The standard provided in Section 601 ofthe LPSC's General Order dated April 25, 1996, is the

same standard that is provided in the 1996 Act under Section 25 1[t][2]. Section 601 provides:

A Local Exchange carrier with less than 2 percent of the Nation's subscriber lines installed
in the aggregate nationwide may petition the Commission for a suspension or modification
of a request or requests of the obligation to provide dialing parity through 2-PIC
intraLATA Presubscription. The Commission, after a hearing, may grant a suspension or
modification for such duration as the Commission determines that such suspension or
modification-
(A) is necessary-

l~egulations at sec. 101(3).

l~egulations Section 2020 and (g).

2~egulations 202(b).

21Louisiana Public Service Commission General Order, dated April 25, 1996, In re:
regulationsjor 1+/0+ intraLATA equal access presubsciption, at Section 601.
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(1) to avoid a significant economic impact on users oftelecommunications
services generally;
(2) to avoid imposing a requirement that is unduly economically burdensome;
or
(3) to avoid imposing a requirement that is technically infeasible;
and

(B) is consistent with the public interest, convenience and necessity.ll

The Commission shall act upon any petition filed under this section within 180 days after
receiving such petition. Pending such action, the Commission may suspend the
enforcement ofthe requirement or requirements to which the petition applies with respect
to the petitioning carrier or carriers. 23

The LPSC has standards and will apply the standards upon receiving a petition form a Small aBC

for an exemption, suspension and modification of an obligation required by the LPSC's

Regulations or the 1996 Act.

VI. ADVANCED TELECOMMlJNlCATIONS CAPABB.JTY

The FCC seeks comment on what measures will promote competition in the local

telecommunications market.24 Section 706[a] ofthe 1996 Act provides that each state with

regulatory jurisdiction over telecommunications services shall encourage the deployment on a

reasonable and timely basis ofadvanced telecommunications capability to all Americans (including

in particular, elementary and secondary schools in classroom) by utilizing in a manner consistent

with public interest, convenience and necessity, price cap regulation, regulatory forbearance,

measures that promote competition in the local telecommunications market or other regulating

llAs provided in 47 USCA 251(f)(2).

nr.ouisiana Public Service Commission General Order, dated April 25, 1996, In re:
regulations/or 1+/0+ intraLATA equal access presubsciption, at Section 601

24NPRM at ~ 263.
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methods that remove barriers to interstructure investment.25 The LPSC has recently enacted its

Regulations for competition in the local telecommunications market. Section 701 ofthe

Regulations provides for a consumer price protection plan. This plan is a price cap regulatory

plan that has been established for large ILEC's within the State ofLouisiana. A large ILEC in

Louisiana is defined as a local exchange company with 100,000 or more access lines statewide.

The only local exchange company to fall in this category is BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

This plan was developed to enable a large ILEC to have the regulatory flexibility it needed to

compete and financially survive in a competitive market place. It was also developed in

conjunction with other sections within the Regulations which mandates the "opening up" ofthe

local exchange market to competition. The Regulations require the unbundling ofnetworks and

interconnection and were developed precisely for the purpose ofensuring that competition in the

telecommunications had a chance to develop within the State ofLouisiana. Specifically, the

preamble ofthe Louisiana Public Service Commissions Regulations for competition in the local

telecommunication markets provides the following:

These regulations are designed to insure the Louisiana consumers in the Act will get
benefit from competition. The Commission grants telecommunication service providers
the opportunity to compete in the local telecommunications market under the conditions
that consumers ofLouisiana benefit by having greater choices among telecommunications
products, prices and providers through the development ofeffective competition, which
promotes the accessability ofnew and innovative services at non-discriminatory prices
consumers can and are willing to pay which results in wider deployment ofexisting
services at competitive prices the public interest will be promoted.26

It was the intent of the Louisiana Public Service Commission that all customers in

251996 Act, Section 706[a].

~egulations at Preamble.
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Louisiana would have a greater choice among telecommunications products to choose, whether

they lived in the rural areas or the urban areas. Additionally it was the hope that when

competitors came to Louisiana, new and innovative services and products, including advanced

telecommunications services, would be made accessible to all consumers in Louisiana.

Regarding the provision ofadvanced telecommunications services to schools, libraries and

hospitals, the LPSC has already established an educational discount program. On March 18, 1994

this program was officially established and designed to provide a discount to qualifYing schools

and libraries for the installation of and the monthly service charge for ISDN and T1 service.27

This program was extended to "government owned" hospitals on November 6, 1995.28 While

this program was initially being offered through a BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. tariff, the

Small ILEC's operating in Louisiana have concurred in these tariffs and provide these discounts

to qualifying schools, libraries and "government owned" hospitals within their service area. As

you can see by providing a method by which competition can come into the local exchange

27Louisiana Public Service Commission Order No. U-17949-IT, Docket Nos. U-17949
and U-17949(Subdocket A) Louisiana Public Service Commission, ex parte, In re:
Investigation ofthe Revenue Requirements, rate structure, charges, services, rate of
return, and construction program ofSouth Central Bell Telephone Company in its
Louisiana intrastate operations, appropriate level ofaccess charges in all matters
relating to the rates and services rendered by the company-continuing earnings
investigation. (Expiration ofreserved efficiency amortization an rate reductions
attributable there to dated March 18, 1994 as amended by Louisiana Public Service
Commission Order dated March 18, 1994 and is further amended by Louisiana Public
Service Commission Order U-17949-KK dated March 18, 1994.) See Exhibit 3. South
Central Bell Telephone Company ofLouisiana, General Subscribers Service Tariff,
Section A.14 Educational Discount Program issued August 22, 1994, modified on
October 6, 1995. See Exhibit 4.

28South Central Bell Telephone Company ofLouisiana, general Subscribers Service Tariff,
Section A. 14.2© Education Discount Program. Issued on October 6, 1995.
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markets and schools, libraries and "government owned" hospitals can purchase at reduced rates

advanced telecommunications services, it is the intent of the LPSC to provide the ability for

providers ofadvanced telecommunications services to enter the telecommunications market in

Louisiana and have the opportunity to provide such advanced telecommunication services to its

consumers.

VII. ARlITItATION PROCESS

Section 252 sets out procedures for the negotiation, arbitration, and approval of

agreements between requesting telecommunications carriers and incumbent local exchange

carriers. State commissions are assigned various responsibilities in the process, including

assistance with party negotiations, arbitration of issues unresolved through party negotiations, and

approval or rejection of agreements adopted through negotiation or arbitration. The Louisiana

Public Service Commission is in the process ofdeveloping procedures by which those

responsibilities shall be accomplished.

The FCC has requested comments concerning its role in the procedures outlined in

Section 252, and particularly with regard to the FCC's assumption ofjurisdiction under certain

circumstances. Specifically, the FCC has asked for comments on the extent ofits assumed

jurisdiction under Section 252[e][5], the FCC's application of State laws and standards in

exercising its assumed jurisdiction under Section 252[e][5], and the meaning ofthe words "failure

to act" in Section 252[e][5].

The Louisiana Public Service Commission has every intention ofcarrying out its

Congressionally delegated responsibilities under Section 252 and does not anticipate the

occurrence ofcircumstances under which the FCC would be called upon to assume any portion of
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Louisiana's responsibilities in accordance with Section 252[e][5]. However, in the event ofsuch

an occurrence, it is the opinion ofthe Louisiana Public Service Commission that the FCC's

jurisdiction would be specifically limited to the particular agreement at issue and to the

performance ofthe specific function which was not performed by the State commission with

regard to that particular agreement. Upon the FCC's completion of that specific function,

jurisdiction over the agreement would revert back to the State commission.

Further, it is the opinion ofthe Louisiana Public Service Commission that the FCC would

be bound by all ofthe laws and standards applicable to the State in the event the FCC assumes a

portion ofthe State commission's responsibilities under Section 252[e][5], so as to avoid

inconsistent results. Specific questions concerning a State's laws could be certified to the State.

Finally, the Louisiana Public Service Commission submits that interpretation of

Congressional provisions within Section 252, including, specifically, the meaning ofthe words

"failure to act" found in Section 252[e][5], is a matter which is more appropriately argued before

and decided by the courts.

VIII. SlCflQN 2!2lil

Section 252[i] ofthe Telecommunications Act of 1996 provides that a "local exchange carrier

shall make available any interconnection, service or network element provided under an agreement

approved under [section 252] to which it is a party to any other requesting telecommunications carner

upon the same terms and conditions as those provided in the agreement."29 In Louisiana those

"requesting telecommunications carriers" must be registered and approved as a Telecommunications

~elecommunications Act of 1996, amending 47 U.S.C. 151 et seq., Section 252[i].
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Services Provider. 30 Such a requirement is a unique attribute ofLouisiana law which must be

considered when evaluating the meaning and interpretation of Section 252[I].

Comment is first sought with regard to establishing federal standards for resolving disputes

under section 251 [i]. Any standards established should clearly designate that these standards are to

be used in the event that a state is preempted from exercising its authority pursuant to section

252[e][5]. Establishing federal standards without such a designation may be confusing to "requesting

telecommunications carriers" or "local exchange carriers" who may assume that federal standards will

be used at the state level as well. Louisiana is currently developing its own standards for resolving

disputes. Uniform standards established at the federal level would not take into account the unique

circumstances arising in each of the :fifty states. For example in Louisiana, the large number ofboth

independent telephone companies and rural customers requires special standards. Therefore, this

Commission contends that any standard established should specifically designate that they are to be

used only ifa state has failed to act under this subsection and the Federal Communications

Commission has exercised its authority to preempt under section 252[e][5]. Additionally, this

preemption and application ofany federal standard should extend only to determinations in "this

proceeding or matter."31

Comment is also sought as to the meaning ofsection 251 [i]. A telecommunications carrier

authorized to do business in Louisiana can avail itselfofany agreement providing for interconnection,

service or network elements. The "same terms and conditions as those provided in the agreement"

shall apply to all state approved requesting carriers. Differential treatment ofcarriers is inappropriate

=*'Louisiana Public Service Commission Order No.U-20883, Regulations for Competition
in the Local Telecommunications Market.

31Telecommunications Act of 1996, amending, 47 U.S.C. 151 et seq., Section 252(e)(5).
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I, If

with regards to this section. All telecommunications carriers are able to avail themselves "upon the

same terms and conditions as those provided in the agreement."32

This interpretation ofthis provision may have the effect of deterring contractual arrangements

between parties. It may in fact cost different amounts to service different customers, but all

telecommunications carriers would be able to avail themselves ofa rate which involves a degree of

compromise on the part of the local exchange carriers. All telecommunications carriers however, have

the option to attempt to negotiate with the local exchange carrier themselves or simply accept the state

commission approved rate provided for in the Statement of Generally Available Terms.33

Finally, comment is sought as to the length oftime for the availability ofsuch contracts.

Allowing telecommunications carriers to use contracts which no longer have effect between contracting

parties is unacceptable. Telecommunications carriers should only be able to avail themselves ofthe

provisions ofpreviously negotiated contracts between the local exchange carrier and other parties for as

long as the contract is effective between the contracting parties. Such an interpretation insures that

local exchange carriers negotiating contracts in 1998 will not be obliged to provide the same rates to

telecommunication carriers in 2018, when cost have increased above the contracted prices. However,

if local exchange carriers enter into long term contracts, other telecommunications carriers should be

allowed to avail themselves of such rates for as long as the contract is in effect between the original

parties. The local exchange carriers should bear the risk ofsuch long term contracts.

Based on the above, this comment is being submitted.

32Telecommunications Act of 1996, amending 47 U.S.C. 151 et seq., Section 251(1).

33Id. at 252(f).
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Respectfully submitted,

LOmSIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
P.O. Box 91154
Baton Rouge, LA 70821-9154
Telephone No. (504) 342-9888
Fax No. (504) 342-4087
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GENaAL ORDER

In re: R.......s for Competirion in the Local Telecommunications Market

At the April 13. 1994 C. il.i..•....... and Executive S.on, the Commission
adopted a policy ...........with (i) die COIIJIIIiuion's jurisdiction over all companies and
__ indudiIII.....-ve ac:ceu providers, that intend to provide or otherwise provide local
or Oilier i t......... __ ift LaIIi.tN, (ii) the iment of the Commission to develop
rules r111i0M fbr such OGJIIlf'I.i .. MllIIlIideI, and (iii) to thlt encl. the authorization ofa
"";c doGIt _11_ 01. NOIioeof""'" It.uIemakiOi for the development of such
niles MId ,..:'IIiI*. 1ft ........ oIthe poIiI) Mepted by the Commission and as ordered by
the COl........ DocketU-~. L. '''121 Public Service Commiuion. ex pane. III re: The
dIw~ ofrwItu fMti"," W_w*.. 10,. .''''Ymid"".""ions ofmid the providilJg
ofSlIm" by COIIIpetitiw QIIl/ a/,.,..,..;w access provi.rs '" tire /oc:o/ illl1'QSlQk and or
i~ ...-..•••••i....__u ill Lowi-"1fJ (the "Competition Docket") wu
fomudIy opened" pubIithed in the ConniIIion's Official Bulletin No 539 dated April 22.
1994.

The foIowiaI parties fiIId ror.i~ in this docket: Panmoum Wireless
C~ Corp. (PM._. wne-), W...... One. Inc.• Louisiana Cable Television
Auoci..ion (LCTA). AT.T~ of the South Centm StaleS, Inc. (AT&lT).
Shrfteport C..... T C....-,(~Cellular). Lafayette Cellular Telephone
CompIIIy (l..I6yene C ) I......C..... Umded Partnenhip (Monroe Cellular).
A..-.. C SerYiclII ofL..ilil1l, Inc. (ACSI). MCI Telecommunications
CorpoI'IIioft (MCn. Eut AICIIIIion T.I......C~. Inc. (EATEL). BellSouth
T........i... Inc,.......... SOUIb e.traI BellT~ COIIIJ*IY (SCB)2. The Council of
the City ofNew o.a... McCaw C.....C....ncations.Inc. (McCaw CeIIuIar)3.
LDOSMetromldi. C_ ,,'__ (LDDS). Teleport Communications Group Inc. (TCG). the
SmIIIC~ COIM....of_~ Teltphoae Association (SCC). Sprim
cOmmunication. Compuy L.P. (Sprint), a-ve Telephone Co. (Reserve Telephone),
Cent..... &.unprd C...... Corp. (ee..eial Celluiar). EnwJy Services. Inc.• Radiofone.
Inc. (Radiot8nt), MtaopoIitIn , ...S~ofNew Orteans, Inc. (Mf'S). Cameron Telephone
COIIIpMlY. BellSouth Mobility. Inc. (85M). GloIMl TeI·Link, Inc. (Global). GNet Telecom, Inc.
(GNet)" DIU. Inc. (BtU). TIle foIIewinI parties filed u interested parties: Michael R.
a..... Esq.• ,.... TI1lIIe eo.ni.lion. 5t1te ofMichipn Department ofConunerce. Peopies
T....... Companies. Inc.• Vision CIbte ofAlpine, the Alliance Apinst Utility Competition in
Prmte Sedor Industries (AAUC), C..... City Networks Corporation (Crescent City
Networks). LemJe & Kelleher. Dow, I...ot.s" Albertson. the City of Kenner, Louisiana Telecom
A.Iiin, State of Louisiana Office ofTeIecommunicabonl Mlftllemenl. International
T~ serrice, IDC., theT~ions ReseUers Association (TRA),
Tec:IInaioIia M........ JTS I....... A.IMt Communication Services. Inc. d/b/a Frontier
ContftUIieations Services. Inc., IDd TIpton Ross Company.

A Schedulinl Co•••WIll heW on July 23. 1994 at which time several dates were
estIbtithed. First, July 15, 1994 wu established u the date all parties were to submit a sugested

INo«ice ofWithdnwIU ofIIIWWIIIion Oft BeMIfofLafayette Cellular Telephone
Company wu filed by ATA:T Wireleu Services, Inc. on November 21. 1995 due to its sale of
Lafayette Cellular to Centennial Cellular Corp.

2Now known exclusi~ely u BeltSouth Telecommunications. Inc

3Now known as AT&T Wireless Services. Inc



..

Mt of~IIO'"c. ' •• ed ia this docUt; second. on Aupat I, 1994 parties were to submit a
rlCOlllidered list of i.... to the Comnillion; third, on September I5 and 16, 1994 presentations
to the Commiuion were sc:beduJed to be .... by the parties reprding the extent that
c........ 1INIldy exists in LouisilRa and current barriers to competition; and finally, November
14-18, 1994 and January 12-13, 1995 were set as the dates for Technical Conferences

PrIlB.'••i.........oaS IS and 16, 1994, bySCB. scc, AT&!, MCI,
TCG, MFS. LCTA, Shrevepon. Lafayene Monroe Cellular, and the AAUC as to the current
IIMUI ofCOIl'IpeCition in LouiIiua and Nrrien to competition. The Technical Conferences
orittiIlIIIly 1ClI...II......~ 14-18. 1994, were rescheduled to commence on November
30. 1994 and COSIIIIude 011 ...... 2. 1994.

T1sI_1'OUISd ofT C· .731_ WIfe held on November 30 thrOUjh December
2. lIN. ,..i T Col ,. __ SCD, AT" T, Mel, Sprint, LDDS,
LCTA, I C.g i I C MclCIW C...... Shrevepon Cellular, Monroe Cellular.
• ....C , SCC.1aIIrw Ttl ,h,..,,, SATE!.. AJJ panicipates were invired ro
0••••• _ die ~itI oNIr to ....... COBSIission in formulating appropriate
...... fiN' co.,.1it.ioft in thelcx:lAt~ market:

I. To..__ it ...,lIb_.. dileloal inInItate and/or inter-exchanpt_(l_.......... iaLGui••• iz the~ interest?

WMt .-vi.. IhouId be CCMIIpetiIive?
When IhouId competition beBin? Should competition commence all at once or be phued. ,••
wt.t 0 " SItou1d it be statewide or throop pilot programs.
WIIIt ·ofco •••1iIian?
WhIt *. ofco...1titiOR1
WhIt is thelilltly ofconaredtion?
W1Izt I'IlItrlint" if WCMIId be ."ropriate on "skimming?"

2. How wiI ConR'''''~ be prollCted?
In fi......i.n
In to _ ..in' 1'008?
In to __ to III'Vices includinB new Offerings?

In to raae""
In to i*ior srMe1
In reprd to priVllCy ud use ofCUItOnIer information?

3. How wiIJ J...cal QpIiIIs(IIJ Service be lCCOII8Odated in a competitive environment?
Would be ,....... to oar local CIDina areas identical to those offered by LEe' 5?
Should Loc:zI OptionfelJ ...wce be permitted on other terms and conditions?
SIIoIIW LEC's be required to comply with an imputation standard for LOS caJls in the 22 ­
4Omiie .....?

4. WIllI 1nIt ••,.I1iI& 1boukl be established?
WIrIt '*"- lie to file tariffs?
For .... lII'¥ice be required?
WhIt wcukt • Wiffm-. c:oaIiIt of?
Would it ........b' dltConuniuion to require new local entrants ala. with

...., _.. to pr8'lIide~ reports for tile Cornmillion to analyze
COftClIIIiIll the powdr ofcompttition? Ifso. wfIIC reports? How often?
Shoulcl thei~ LEC's have the .me tarift'filiftl requirements as CAPS'
To whit __ IhouId cumat LEC tariff and reponing requirements be altered?
How Me prieta to be diIIiItiIlI""'" Price caps, price floors and/or ceilings, rate ofrerum.

odw ...... rr. .....?
WhIt adler fiIinp, reports should be required?
Should requirements cilolRle with rhe growth ofcompetition and at what point would

change be appropriare?



SIIouW termilwion cUrJes be prohibited for customers who change carriers"
Exceptions?

5. What entry and service staIIdards should be established?
WbM sboUI be the critIri& for admission of new entrants"
What should be &he IIIIIIdIrds of service to be required of new entrants"
What faaura. sud1 u for eltllRpte directory listing, access to 911, operator assistance.

etc. shouW be required?
Who hu the obIiptlon to serve?

6. How will dtI olNerworkiJls Iftd Interconnection be accomplished?
How will __ co _ tcrOII competina networks?
Should theC~i••i int.-connectlon of all netWorks?
What phyIic:aI co.-caioa """"1 1Mt. are availlDJe. desirable?
What c:na.ia ......II'•• for ICCIIIIIllouIcI be established?
Should CAPS hive __ to LIC..__? Ifso. under what terms and conditions?
Should" CIIriIn be ~ incompatible systems?
How will~ of .w. be J*1 ofthe overall consideration?
To what __ should bypass ofexisting facilities and the duplication of faciHties be

couidered?

TbellCOlllllttoNdofT CHfI· W«eheldonJanuary 12 and 13, 1995 The
foIowiItJ*lill,.,...••d.tW1T C eace: sea. AT&T, MCI. Sprint, LDDS,
LCTA, Jl.aIIi C__.I C McCaw~. Shrevepon Cellular, Monroe Cellular,
LafayeRe C seC. a-w T and EATEL. Discussion of the following issues wu
encOUflled ofIII partiQpIMs at the Technic:aI Conference:

I. How win Uni\wIII Stmoe be~
Which ...w. ....,- die~ Quaatily the amount of the subsidy that is necessary

to..,....e ........ ..w:..
Which URi.. .-vice COIIIpOi_'" ifany. are now provided under cost, and by how

-.ch?
How wouI4 ..............".._in a competitive market?
Who ...obip.iClll to provide univerMI service?
At what point would responIIihitity shift to alternate provider?
Who ....... be requiNd to PlY for universal service?
11 a UIIivtrIII ftIad ....?
How would a uai¥enIl fiInd be .. up Iftd administered?WMt.........,. are u.e?
How is the cost ofuniversal service to be determined? LRICrrSLRlC cost studies?

2. How will curier ofl_ rtlOCt ancllift..line service be provided?
Is there a continuiaa need for carrier oflast reson?
WMt criaeria would be UIId to determine carrier of last reson?
What wouid be net:aM'Y in order to continue low cost life-line services to all customer in

need of the *Vice?

3. Is .... fOI'IIbiI1Y t.....-uy &lid economically feasible?
What aken'lltMls are there to number portability?

s.c ofII oldie r iuues could not be completed at the Juuary
TecbnicaJCo~ a final round ofTecbnical Conferences wu scheduled for February 16 and

tLPSC Docket U-20113 (Subdocket A - Universal Service) wu ordered open by the
Commission at its October 12. 1994 Open Session to specifically address the issue ofUniversal
Service. A h.nnl wu held Oft o.ember 15, 1994 reprding what services should be included in
the deinition ofUniveI'IIi Service. The Commission adopted definition of Universal Service can
be found in LPSC General Order dated May 22, 1995



17, 1995. PInic'" in fiMI rOUlld ofTeclwaic:aI Conferences were SCD, AT&T. MCI.
s,nu. LDDS. LCTA, 1tiIdio C_. Mill C••• McCaw Cellular. Shrevepon Cellular.
Monroe CeliuJIr, LaIayen:e Cellular. sec. "-ve Telephone and Paramount Wireless
C~s were solicited from all of the puticipants regarding the following issues

1. How wiIIprioIInwe ctM.'! riOftlIlllOnl carriers be reached?
WhIt 1M of be required?
WMt MMce be _Jill", for resale?
How sIMautd ut*' ., • .w:. be priced?
How sIIouW I*Ir _et be priced?
WIru of 1111 lilltion should be employed?
How CM m. ill ?
WIru JII'tMdIId..anti-competitive behavior and discriminatory

COIJIIICt did~?

2. ""'wII fl'E'$ ...... -leChnoIo&ies be accommodated or encouraged"
WIlIt CM lie..to '.SlW..... ,'" technololY?
'MIlt CM ..__ ..__ tA" •• '*' rMke tw1 use of the information superhiJbway"How".W.I provided?
WIIrt sllt,'11 • MId Ie in pIKe so rural u well u urban customers are able to

take fUll ofnew services?

'-t , .,.111'IFIll. COJ......... all parties were I)iven until April 20, 1995
to I' n......1 let "'dpU•• reauJationa. Pursuant to an .......t

ofall of AfIiI2I. 1,"1 ••• for tile ftlins ofproposed replations was
- ..d .. to ·21. 19M C Cellular. SCC. LCTA and SCD filed
~ RIId ,'II•. AddIIioIIIy•• jointly submitted set ofproposed resulations
wu filed by ATaT, McCaw C..... Mel and LDDS

'MIt.... ca.........,. pro__.. the Replatory Track ofDoeket U·17949
(SuWockc E) 'MIll..,.,.,..1 • , AI tllel'tplllory track~ it becIme evident
thIt iJJOOJlli•• or CCl .0.""11t til} .... could be cIMoped in the panIIeI dockets.
Sub..,..ety. ill onIIr to ""••• OD'lill_~ of the telecomraunicaJions industry in
Louili. 10 dle cesliuduli•• a itt.July 19. 1995 Open Seaion ordered the transfer of the
lteIult&ory Track ofDocket: U·I'7949 (Subdodcet E) into the Competition Docket (V-20883). 5

On Sap._ 1. 1995 did COMideriftI the written comments and'1.'''' propIIICI r•• t .., IMh 1JMlY. the Commission Staffissued its initial draft of
the Prt1pDtJN !kp/tIM-for COIIIf11IIition in ,,,. Local Telecom",,,nicaIiOilS MarUI. Written
COJIIIIIIIdS and ...... to .......... J1lIUIations were solicited from all parties to be filed
by~"'" II, 1995, wfIich elite ..ext"'" to September 12. 1995. Conunents were filed
by AT.tT, Shrevepon Cellular. Lallyette C...... Monroe CdluJar. MCI, Centennial Cellular,
LCTA, LDDS. Crescent City Networks, Sprint and Paramount Wireless.

A StiprlMion Co"_WIIIrIIdon""'" 18 tbrouIh 21, 1995, where each
proviIion ofthe propotIlI r ....ca. WIIICNIiNzed by all parties. The pi of tN' conference
was to determine which provi__ of.. propoeed~ the putiel aareed to and which
provi"'" there 'NIl ...-. StaWwas questioned extensively u to the intent
bIIIind", prcMsiM. tbI t #1 'f'" .... difFerent provisions, and the meanina of
t.,... ..... and not ..iIIcIIIy....... Each party WIS Jiven an opportunity to discuss the
impect pMicuIa' provilioal wauW hMoe on thIt party. Aft. conticlerins.he input of the parties.
so-. ofllre provilioM... fwdllflh II'" conference in an eft'on to develop a workable set of
reauWions. At the CORdution oftire COftfIrnIace it was determined that none of the panics could
Jtiputae to all of the feIUIMions u written.

'Order U-17949 (SubdocJcet E) dated AUIUIt 22, 1995
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Ia order to i , on September 27, 1995, a Second
Notice ofAm" ofJlrc.tc I SII•••• ,..... This Procedural ScheduJed provided
tbMa __ dnA oftile 1"1 ''''''''''llIi_firCOIIfNIIt'on III 1M Local
T'" I I be 'Y .... $tift'on October 6, 1995 followed by the

.......~.jll "' to ,.....aonsby 12:00 noon on October 13.1995
lD M;.,iII..re willa_ Prall', II W"lh, COGSideriftl each pany's comments from
the Stipulation COO. II", the SMWi..... ita SICOIId draft entitled the ~co"dRev'SlJ Proposed
~t.,., jw Co.......... J..IIIGtIII T'MeD F••"INC:tIf,c»,s Mark., on October 6. 1995. On
0c:tafIIr 9, 1995, SCI-...QIt;uf•• To AI'." To Procedurlt&heduJe and requested a
_ ia jllllI."', i_ ct•• tIeel by the Conimillion. Comments.........,1._to...tIcMII.....,~ Repltll'C»'lSjor COIIfIMlil,c», III the
~T.. UFO nre with the Procedural Schedule on
0ctIIIIr 13, 1995 by LDDS. SC:C, SCI. (JeW, Mel, LCTA, AT&tT and EATEL. On October
20, 1995, 1M", _ ....." .... Ii Ii...~ Law JudIe CICOIyn L. DeVitis until the
Cill F ','Ml GGiUW c .i .., StI', alin' 'H' •• __.AtIed October 24, 1995 Open Session.
At _ Cor I '••'.a.- C· 1illli andIIIied SCB's objections and found that
Rule 56.. '" "'uN _ri ofPIn XI oftlleltules ofPraetice and Procedure are
iDIIIFIiCllble to na P'UII ".p·

s._ uty, OIl oa.t. 24, J99S, a ntt,n .It.. procedural schedule was issued by the
Ce I ' ..Ill, ita SIJI..." ,",••,h' I c:omn-It and reply comment periods to ensure
tlllt II CJIIPOI'tUftity to comment on the proposed regulations.' The
followiftldMel WIn set:

swr ofdleTllinl lteFlation October 26,1995
COlll Due(by_ )............ November 15,1995
Jt.,MyC~ Due (by die piIties] November 27, 1995

AM CD ........... JIIftY's ... conun .tt to the ~ond&vi.wd Proposed
.....'fJIIIfor ('Q••'-"0 iIf • /..ot;8 T~lIIlia1liOlISMark", the Staff released its third
... oIdte .......... r ,••llIi _ ...... Third bvis«iProtJe-d RepltlllOllSfor Compe''''OI' III

tlte Local T,.ulddJ,rir...AIIrItM on~ I, 1995. Because of the delay in the
i_aaace of the the third nwiIion oft" propoted repAations and in order to give an parties ample
tiIIte to ..COPP_. tltll~. pb'iods estIblished pursuant to the procedural schedule
iSMled on Oct... 24, 1995, were revised to:

C....Due (by tlte parties]. .........
Ilepfy COINMRU Due [by the patties) .

.....November 21, 1995
.December I, 1995

On NOWIIIlIer 21, 1995, ....... were ofIic:WHy filed by SC8, 8SM, Paramount
Wi..... LCTA., !SA., AT&T, 0taW. Sprint, C.enaiIl Cellular, Iladiofone, McCaw Cellular,
Mel. EATEL, LDOS, sec. -,1C.ap6In Teiepboae Company, Reserve Telephone, Liskow"
Lewis..P._..1iIe &N.-.... Due to the Thankstlivina Holidays, tM larle number of
putiIs filial COdIIMbIII_ to-.II pId"tieI bad adequate time to file comments, the dadline
tbr tiIinIl1IfIAy~ ......... to o..abeI 8, 1995. Reply comments were filed by
AT" T, MCI, SQi, sec, ACSI, Global, Sprint and EATEL.

Aft. "H.' '.1lIioA ofIII c:oaMIItI ud reply commentS filed by the parties, staff issued
C~ St4's Fi_1'rtJpoMi .IDJIQlUjor COItIpItilic»' in 'M Local
T,~ioIu ~t on JII1UII'Y 18, 1996. A Public Hearing on the Commission Staff's

'Order u-..,Lot,..··PIIIJks.w:.Ccl_.·1Iion, ex pane. In re: 11w Development
ojR.ks aItIi....,...ArpphI:tJIHe to 1M &try and Operations oj, and 1M ProVItJilrg oj
Swvic. by, Ca,.,tlliW"A~A~.uProviders iI' 1M Local, I"trastale wid/or
Inte,exchange Telecom",unrcatiom Marice' in LortisiQ1llQ, dated October 27, 1995

'On November 17, 1995, SCB filed an Objection to October 24. 1995 Revised Procedural
Schedule This objection wu later withdrawn by sca



F_ Propt.u«IR~for Ca-pelilion In IJw LocoJ T,I,cOIIf",umcallOlIS MaruI was held
onF~ 13, 1996 befGre CoaIIiuioMrs Brupbacher, Dixon, Sittig and Schwegmann to give
..pInY • o"lllIIfIIlI!t to onI on how the proposed regulations should be
.llrd. At die .,..,.,. ofrhl all ptrries and the general public were invited to file
......ndn .. tot by4:30p.m. onFebruary26,I996inorderto
be c•••i..... prior to die rr.,'ttiw' ..,aon. Proposed amendments were received from
ACSI, IJIM, ., LDDS. Cox en dllwicadons, Telecommunication Management Association.
LCTA, Mel. McCaw, ATI: T, R.acIi6fbne IIId Cel'lNlllJiai Cellular

In ..... to ......... ]. . ••• of,..... amendments tb ('0",,,,,55,011 Slaff's
FIIIIII",.""..JIIIIo•••"" Co I' in. Local T,l,cOIIfmNmcatlOtrs Marlcer.
01 nil '..SrdM.IJ.. I -.upllllllll lUbmiued proposed amendments
en i ria ·s I. .'r I.pa..submitted in the form ofcomplete
....rurl 11 1 Cdt .J-' SliJlf's Final Propo.wd ReplatlOlu-jor
C01lJlllF- ill *l8tJIIIT. II' I AItatrtt. TheIe substitute proposed reaulations
CJC lUll ........ 'E II....., e.. ........ DIfOtiMions with BelISouth
Til'nl a Iie_I.. lilt. '..n• (We o-aaion proc:eMilsp., Docket U-17949
(MI. IIrll E - "I.olln' TJ'ICt) aM U-I"" (S ocbt A- R.eensineeriftl) Commissioners
~ ... DIIiJ:la', Mnd,n h.'''•••' IpICiIc: provisions. sentences and/or words of
the C."".;ssioIt StltJrs F1ItIII~ ,..,.,......for Competition ill 1M Local
T'McOIfUffIIIJictII Mtri6t .. propoIId specific chmges thereto

1Jt.1Ibn to avaid ......... C...Jn.i•• Brupbacher's substitute regulations weredl". F,....SWMIINI~"klall_ for COMpetitioll in tlte Local
T.~ MtrIIIt, and..with ConniRion Schwepwm and Dixon's
..lIT....... were fled u.o the record on February 27, ]996 and made available to all parties on
Febnwy 28. ]996.

At the COillniIaioft's March S. 1996 Open Session, the first· two items on the agenda
were:

"Ex. 11_ U·I1949 ( acbt.A)~IAdjustment). BellSouth
T-.cc + inc.• dIWt South Central Refl Telephone Company vs.
LouiIi_ s.w:e Commi_on, 19th Judicial District Court,
Docket No. 411205-1

U·I'7949 (5""1" • E) • In re: Development of Reau1atory Plan for
South C'" 8111, indwfing Aueument of Alternative Forms of
R...laUon. ~ation Methods and Expensing, Cost ofCapital. Capital
Structure. and Other Related Matters

Re: DiICUUion ofStipuJaticmlPossible Settlement by Staff Attorney Gayle
Kellner Pouibte Executive Session Pursuant to LA. R.S. 42:6. 1(A)(2)

U-2011J - LouitiIna Public Service Commission, ex parte. In re: The
dIYeIopMIIIt ofndes IIICl ,..tations applicable to the entry and operations
0( llIId tM providina ofseMeet by, competitive and alternate access
prcwiden in the I0<:Il intrastale and/or interexchange telecommunications
lMrket in Louisiana.

Re: COftIidenltion ofProposed Rule and Amendments thereto."

The Conuniuion ftnt CGIISidl'ld Ex. ]a dIItIiIed above. On the motion ofCommissioner
Brupbldler. seconded by COlI minioner Owen with Commissioners Sin. and Dixon concurring.
and CommiIIioner Schw the Commission voted to SO imo Executive Senion to
.... ..,.,... SIi,IIJlion~ eutltT~ions, IRC. UICl the possible setdemeDt
oCtile abow reference JiIiIRon, UpGII the conduJion of the Executive Session and reconvening
of the Open Session, on motion of Commiuioner Bnrpbacher, seconded by Commissioner Sittig
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wida Ca . g..... OWIR..__" , w.a. ..Conniuioner Schwep1aM absent. the
C· II .gr. VOIId CO~ ...pi..... StipuI.IiorI .. Settlement AlJeement with SellSouth
T~ Inc.- The Slipulllhoa .... fonb die following provisions, among others

"I. ~... 1, 1996, aST wiII..........ed pursuant to the terms of the
C~ Price PrOfAlClion Plan (Price Plan) set fonh in Section 701 of the
Subnllllup~ AI,.,' n· ..for COIIIfWtitilJIIIII tM·Loca/
TelKtWfllflnictJlioIU MrtIraI("S~&P/QtiOlD' j filed in Docket U-20183
F~ 27, 1996, u by the Commission at itiMarch 5, 1996 Business
and ExecuIM SeIrioa, "0 u Exhibit I.

2. OYW' iIIiIiIlttn.(:J) 8ST is .......ed pursuant to the Price Plan, BST
shUl its ,.. ia die Mive ImOUnt of seventy miUion dotlars
(S70,000,000) widt the ..NlIuctioa oc:curtinI in April, 1996 in setdement of
Doc:tet U-I'7949 (51......... E). AdditionIIIy, SST shall make a one time nine
million doIIIr (19,000,000) credit to 85T J'IIepayers in April, 1996 in settlement
ofDocltet U-I7949 (Subdocket A - Reeftaineering)."

The COIIIIItiarioa .-I ClClNJidIied Ex. lb. AAer due consid«ation oftbe ateuive record
buill in this procllrli.. NIl but not IimiNd to. tile comments filed by all ofttle parries. the
___ i_ by me ,..,. to the Conaislioners aacl Stlft: and the amendments
~ by the the COR 11 ·ggi ad ftIrtMrmore, aMnI due c:onsicterItion to the
Stipullaioft IIId Setd•••nt Apa_ in Docbts U-I7949 (Subdocket E) and U-11949
(SuWodcIt A - R. li_._die T<".~_1IIic:ations Act of 1996,'1IId in order to
......... the poIiciea lit fonII in tile PI_~h oCthe StlbstilllM PropoMi &pltJtiolujor
C~Ii'ionin • LoctIJ T••OJ J••Ji&afiansMlftlet. on the motion ofCommiuioner
BN...c.... IICOIIded by COli i.... S.... with Conaiuionln Owen and Dixon concuf'rinB,
... COIMl'arianer Schw 'r.F--. the COITIIIIiIIioa voted to ...Commissioner
........·s propoted~~ /VpkIIioIUfor COIIIpetition ill thl Local
T~....ticcIhons Mtrift flied iJllO the record on F*uary 21, 1996 which included Stlif'
-.tmems and several amendments proposed by the Commissioners.

IT IS 'llIEJlEFORE 0RDEIt.ED THAT:

I. The StIbIfilt* ProfIo-d ~/atiott$for C,...tition in thl Local
Te.com""",ications MtriJft anached hereto and made a part hereof, are hereby adopted

2. The Subni"'" p,..,••tI Ik",....,./fw COIIIpetition in thl Local
TekcOlrmntnicat'ons Market shall be "ed.RpI'ed and known from this time forward as the
Rep/QIions for Competition in the Local Telecomnmnieations Marut.

3. All provisions oftheRlp/QIionsjor Competition ill the Local Telecommunications
Market are hereby ordered by the Commission

's. Orders U-179049-TT, dated March J5, 1996 (Docket U-I7949 (Subdoc:ket E):
Lou_. Pubtic S«vic:e Cooznj"on, ex parte. In re: Dnwlopwlem ojnplalorypWtjol' South
CeltlrQ/ &11. incJwlinf _UIIWIft oj~ jonas ofnplatioft; .ecialion ,.tItOtJS and
~; CO$I ofctlflikl/ stnIC""..; and oIIw, re"""""'s) and U·I1949-oo, <lMed March
15, 1996 (Doc:ket U-17949 (SuWoIicAIt A) Lou... Public Service Collllllission, ex pane. In re:
I1M!JIilJtllion ojlite Rn.".. &fIIi1...ru. RJIM SIrw:""... Clwltps, Services, &lie ojRllllm,
and COIISII'UCtiOll Pr.-. ojSorIIIt Celfll'allHll T•.,... COIJfIJIJI'9' in its LouisiQlfQ Int1'QSlQte
0pmIti0ns.~ Level ojAc«.ss Clwltps andall".".,s relt.rling to thl Rates and
Services re_red by thl ComptIIfY - RHngitwering Adjustme"t brvesligatiOl'.)

'Telecommunicuions Act of 1996, Pub. L. No 104-104, 110 Stat 56 (1996), amending
the Communications Act of 1934, 47 USC 151 et seq.. and 18 USC 1462
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4. AI....... tothl ........Gf'dIiI Order and the &pltltiOllSfor Compet",OII
ill ". Lt1cIJJ TtIIcoI.lu••a-..r MIiII'*tr.._lIIlCtioas required by tbis Order and the
Rep"onsp COIIIfJIHition in tJw Local r,kcontrrnmiCalions Marlcet.

s. This order sWI be~ immediately

IT IS SO 0ItDI!ItED

BY oaDIIl OF THE COMMISSION
BATON ROUGE. LOUISIANA

Much IS, 1996

Absent
JOHN F. SCHWEGMANN, CHAIRMAN
DISTlUCT I

Is{ IBN WISC DIXON
laMA MUSE DIXON, VlCE-CHAJUMAN
DlSTlUCTIII

/5/ DALE SITTIG
C. DALE SITTIG. COMMISSIONER
DISTRJCTIV

/5/ DON aWiN
DON OWEN, COMMISSIONEIl
DISTIlICTV

lsi ROSS P. BRUPBACHiR
ROSS BRUPBACH£R, COMMISSIONER
DlSTlUCT II



LOUISIANA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

REGULATIONS JlOIt COM""111ION IN
THE LOCAL TELECOMMUNICADONS MARKET

............................................................... . .

The Louisiana Public Service Commission hereby promulptes the following
regulations (the "Replations") to foster the trIRIition from monopoly to competitive local
telecommunications markets in Louisiana. The Com~itIion impoees these Regulations for
competition within local service areas in order to eDCOUrap competitive entry, preserve and
advance universal service, protect the public safety and welfare, ensure the continued quality
of telecommunications services, and safeprd the riJIIts of consumers while ensuring that the
rates charged and services rendered by telecommunications services providers are just and
reasonable.

The Commission recopizes that, liven current local telecommunicatiOns markets,
competition in every seament of these markets wiJl like time to develop. It is likely that the
introduction of competitive services will occur asymmetrically with new entrants initially
targeting high volume, heavily populated urban areas, and other selected high-profit areas, and
that, therefore, the benefits resultin8 from competition will be seen first in those areas.
However, it is the policy of the Commission that all Louisiana consumers should benefit from
competition. AlthouPt a limited exemption is proposed for incumbent local exchan8e carriers
with 100,000 access lines or less in Louisiana, the Commission encourages competition
throughout Louisiana.

These Regulations are desi.-d to ensure that Louisiana consumers in the aureaate
benefit from competition. The Commission grants telecommunications services providers the
opportunity to com'pete in local telecommunieatiens markets under the condition that the
consumers of Louisiana benefit by havina lreater choices amona telecommunications products,
prices and providers. Throuah the development of effective competition, which promotes the
accessability of new and innovative services at non-discriminatory prices consumers can and
are willing to pay, and which results in wider deployment of existing services at competitive
prices, the public interest will be promoted.
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